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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response the amendment filed on March 27, 2008, in which claims 
1-4, 7-9, 11-14, 29-32, 35-37, 39-43 and 45-52 are presented for further examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-14, 29-32, 35-37, 39-43 and 45- 
52 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Necessitated by 
amendment 

Remark 

3. Applicant asserted that claim 1 defines accessing a customer database which has 
customer records that track a customer; accessing the product database with product records that 
track products, wherein a customer management tool allows access and manipulation of 
customer and product databases by different client representatives representing different clients 
and first client Representative associated with a first client can review customer contacts, 
product information and servicing information " associated with a customer of said first client 
but not... associated with other clients other than said first client ": and a second client 
representative associated with a second client can review other information associated with 
that second client, but not information associated with the first client .. Applicant should duly 
note that the abovementioned limitations are not supported the specification. Applicant is 
advised to clarify how and where limitations are described in the specification. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 43-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 43 recites a system for managing customer and product 
information. Such a system is not embedded in processor and memory to perform the steps as 
claimed. The use of the word system does not inherently mean that the claim is directed to a 
machine. Only if at least one of the claimed elements of the system is a physical part of a device 
can the system as claimed constitute part of a device or a combination of devices to be a machine 
within the meaning of 101 . The memory is not an element of the claimed system, but instead is, 
at beast, for use with the claimed system. After further review the specification, it is evident that 
system would suggest to one of ordinary skill that all may be reasonable implement as software 
routines. Therefore, the claims are rejected as a system of software per se, for failing to fall 
within a statutory category of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-14, 29-32, 35-37, 39-43 and 45-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
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reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The limitation as claimed in 
claims 1, 29, and 43 accessing a customer database which has customer records that track a 
customer; accessing the product database with product records that track products, wherein a 
customer management tool allows access and manipulation of customer and product databases by_ 
different client representatives representing different clients; allowing a first client 
Representative associated with a first client can review customer contacts, product information 
and servicing information associated with a customer of said first client but not allowing said 
first client representative to access any of customer contact, product information or service 
associated with other clients other than said first client ": and a second client representative 
associated with a second client can review other information associated with that second 
client, but not information associated with the first client but not allowing said second client 
representative to access any of customer contact, product information or service associated 
with said first client , are not supported by the as-filed disclosure, which is violated the written 
description requirement. In re Rasmussen, 650 F.2d 1212, 211 USPQ 323 (CCPA 1981). 
Applicant should duly note that the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12 requires that the 
"specification shall contain a written description of the invention". Applicant should also note 
that the essential goal of the description of the invention requirement is to clearly convey the 
information that an applicant has invented the subject matter which is claimed; and to put the 
public in possession of what the applicant claims as the invention." Furthermore, the written 
description requirement of the Patent Act promotes the progress of the useful arts by ensuring 
that patentees adequately describe their inventions in their patent specifications in exchange for 
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the right to exclude others from practicing the invention for the duration of the patent's term. 
Indeed, the specification doe not satisfy the written description requirement because the 
specification does not describe the claimed invention in sufficient detail that one skilled in the art 
can reasonably conclude that the inventor had possession of the claimed invention. 



Double Patenting 

8. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal disclaimer. A terminal 
disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

9. Claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-14, 29-32, 35-37 and 39-52 are provisionally rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over 
claims 45-1 1 1 of the U.S. co-pending application serial number 10/416,410. This is a provisional 
double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. Although 
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the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 
claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-18, 21-23, 25-32, 35-37 and 39-42 of the instant application substantially 
recite the limitations of claims 45-111 of the cited co-pending application. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of data processing at the time the invention 
was made to modify the cited steps as indicated claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-18, 21-23, 25-32, 35-37 and 
39-42 of the instant application by substitute the steps of allowing a first and second client 
representative to update the customer database from information received from customer and to 
access the multi-functional customer relationship tool over the internet to further update product 
record with the step of creating an electronically accessible report containing said requested 
information and providing said electronically accessible report to a requesting client 
representative recited in the co-pending application since the omission and addition of the cited 
limitations would have not changed the process according to which the method and system for 
managing and reporting customer and product information over a network. Therefore, the use of 
allowing a first and second client representative to update the customer database and access the 
multi-function management tool and creating a report would be an obvious variation in the art of 
managing the customer and product information for the purpose of achieving the same end 
results and would not interfere with the functionality of the steps previously claimed and would 
perform the same function. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

12. Claims 1-4, 7-9, 11-14, 29-32, 35-37, 39-43 and 45-52 as best understood by the 
examiner are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Henderson et al, 
(hereinafter "Henderson") US Patent no. 6,327,363 and Mikurak; Michael US Patent no. 
6606744 and further in view of Kirkpatrick et al, (hereinafter "Kirkpatrick") US Patent 
Application Publication no. 2001/0042022. 

As to claim 1, Henderson discloses a system for providing customer service using a network- 
based database and more specifically to an application (multi-functional management tool) that 
collects and stores customer, vendor, and products information data (col.l, lines 16-19). In 
particular, Henderson discloses the claimed "accessing a customer database including customer 
records, wherein each customer record tracks a customer" the transaction database 210 includes a 
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customer database that keep track of the customer activity (col.3, lines 13-16, 32-38 and 50-57); 
"accessing a product database including product records, wherein each product record tracks a 
customer" the transaction database 210 includes a product database that keep track product 
information with respect to customer activity (col.3, lines 13-16, 32-38 and 50-57); "accessing 
multi-functional customer relationship management tool, wherein each module enables specific 
access and manipulation of the customer and product database by at least multiple different 
clients representative respectively representing multiple different clients " (by determining 
appropriate service center based on the customer request, see col.3, lines 50-61); and "allowing 
first a client representative associated with a first client to review previous customer contact, 
product information and servicing information associated with the customer product information 
and servicing information associated with a custome r of said first client but not allowing said 
first client representative to access any of customer contact, product information or service 
associated with other clients other than said first client ""(co\.6, lines 28-39, in response to a 
random, non-automated contract from the customer through a telephone call or by email col. 5, 
lines 42-51; col. 6, lines 8-14). However, Henderson does not explicitly discloses the use of 
enabling the first client representative to update the customer database only for customers 
associated with first client from information received from the customer to add or modify a 
specific customer record logging the customer contact and recording any new product or 
warranty purchase information service request, return merchandise request or complaint using at 
least one of the plurality of modules. 

Mikurak, on the other hand, discloses the claimed "enabling the client representative to update 
the customer database from information received from the customer to add or modify a specific 
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customer record logging the customer contact and recording any new product or warranty 
purchase information service request, return merchandise request or complaint using at least one 
of the plurality of modules" (col. 163, lines 32-65; col. 162, lines 46-67). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the invention was made to modify the 
Henderson' system by incorporating the use of allowing the client representative to update the 
customer database from information received from the customer to add or modify a specific 
customer record logging the customer contact and recording any new product or warranty 
purchase information service request, return merchandise request or complaint using one of the 
plurality of modules as discloses by Mikurak (col. 163, lines 32-65; col. 162, lines 46-67). One 
having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use such a modification for the 
purpose of allowing customer to customize the received services, thereby improving customer 
relation and reduces the cost of customer service. 

Neither Henderson nor Mikurak discloses the use of allowing a second client representative 
associated with a second client can review other information associated with that second 
client, but not information associated with the first client but not allowins said second client 
representative to access any of customer contact, product information or service associated 
with said first client . 

Kirkpatrick, however, discloses an analogous system for determining purchasing behavior of 
customers. In addition, Kirkpatrick discloses the claimed "allowing a second client 
representative associated with a second client can review other information associated with 
that second client, but not information associated with the first client but not allowins said 
second client representative to access any of customer contact, product information or service 
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associated with said first client " by providing consumers at the third party a management tool to 
access customer product database and allowing them to monitor product database, wherein such 
a management tool allows consumers to inventory the database product at the service center 
{paragraph [0041], [0042], [0043]}. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Henderson and Mikurak's 
combined system by incorporating the use of allowing a second client representative located at a 
different site to further update record using at least one of the plurality of modules to update 
inventory information of a product at a warehouse location as disclosed by Kirkpatrick. One 
having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use such a system of 
Kirkpatrick into Henderson and Mikurak's combined system because that would allow customer 
to participate in a product or warranty registration process in a more efficient and cost effective 
manner and thereby increases the customer participation within the product registration. 
Therefore, quickly and easily registers products purchased at on-line site would allows for more 
facile management of assets. 

As to claim 2, Henderson, Mikurak and Kirkpatrick disclose substantially the invention as 
claimed. In addition, Mikurak discloses the claimed "wherein the plurality of modules includes 
at least four members of a set of modules comprising a customer interaction module, a return 
merchandise management module, a warranty administration module, an e-mail module, an 
inventory management module, a reporting system module and a credit card processing module" 
(The web customer service component lists warranties for view by a user in operation of FIG. 74. 
When a user has a product that requires service or return under the warranty, the identity of the 
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user is checked to ensure that the user has registered. The claim made by the user is then checked 
and compared to the warranty to ensure that the claim meet warranty criteria for the requested 
service or replacement. Once validated, the claim is routed to the appropriate agent, see col. 162, 
lines 47-67), 

As to claims 3-4, Henderson, Mikurak and Kirkpatrick disclose substantially the invention as 
claimed. In addition, Mikurak discloses the claimed "transmitting to the at least one client 
representative over the Internet an input page in which the at least one client representative 
enters data to update the customer database" (see fig. 74, the web customer service). 

As to claims 7-9, Henderson, Mikurak and Kirkpatrick disclose substantially the invention as 
claimed. In addition, Mikurak discloses the claimed "processing a payment for a purchase of the 
product or an extended warranty from information stored in one of the customer records in the 
customer database" (checking the user identity to ensure that the user has registered and the 
claim made by the user is then checked and compared to the warranty to ensure that the claim 
meet warranty criteria for the requested service or replacement); "updating the customer and 
product records to account for the purchase of the product; and updating the customer record to 
account for the purchase of the extended warranty" (by displaying the total price of the items that 
are selected along with shipping information , wherein the user is allowed to modify the 
predetermined set of items that are selected.). 
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As to claim 11, Henderson, Mikurak and Kirkpatrick disclose substantially the invention as 
claimed. In addition, Mikurak discloses the claimed "enabling to a return merchandise 
management module by a repair facility representative; and producing a printable sheet with a 
bar code identifying a returned product using a commercial bar code font to code the bar code" 
(When a user has a product that requires service o r return under the warranty, the identity of the 
user is checked to ensure that the user has registered, wherein the claim made by the user is then 
checked and compared to the warranty to ensure that the claim meet warranty criteria for the 
requested service or replacement, and once validated, the claim is routed to the appropriate 
agent, see col. 162, lines 47-67). 

As to claims 12-14, Henderson, Mikurak and Kirkpatrick disclose substantially the invention as 
claimed. In addition, Mikurak discloses the claimed "interlinking a third party shipping software 
with the product database; and updating the product database from information received from the 
third party shipping software to add or modify a specific product record indicating shipping 
information about the product" ( by displaying the total price of the items that are selected along 
with shipping information , wherein the user is allowed to modify the predetermined set of items 
that are selected). 

As to claims 29-32, 35-37 and 39-42: 

Claims 29-32, 35-37, 39-42 are computer programs comprising instruction for executing the 
method of claims 1-4 and 7-9, 11-14 above. They are, therefore, rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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As to claims 44-52: 

Claims 44-52 are system for executing the method of claims 1-4, 7-9 and 11-14 above. They are, 
therefore, rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

1 3 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jean M. Corrielus whose telephone number is (571) 272-4032. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 10 hours shift. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jean M Corrielus/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2162 

June 19, 2008 



